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Prologue

The rich diversity of the nation’s nearly 2,700 charter schools shows that there’s
no one way to do charter schools. In fact, freedom of choice lies at the very core
of the charter school movement with legislators able to mold charter laws to fit
their respective states; operators giving form to their highly individual visions;
and parents free to choose the academic model that best meets their child’s
needs.

The lack of a “one size fits all” pattern also extends to charter authorizers 
or sponsors, the entities legally responsible for granting the charter or contract
that allows schools to obtain funds and operate. In some states, only local school
districts can sponsor charter schools. In others, an array of possible sponsors
might include the state board of education, the governing board of a university,
or even a specially formulated charter school board.

No matter who drives the decision, he or she is often traveling without 
a road map. In most cases, legislation establishing charter schools—often drafted
by noneducators—lacks a set of directions for sponsors to follow. While that 
leeway can be viewed as a license for innovation, it can result in wide variation
in the quality of authorizing practices and, ultimately, in the success or failure 
of the charter schools themselves.

Recognizing the need to explore the complex role of authorizers, the Northwest
Regional Educational Laboratory (NWREL) convened a symposium in Portland,
Oregon, on March 24–26, 2003. A national cross-section of sponsors, researchers,
state officials, and professional association representatives was invited to partici-
pate in a wide-ranging discussion of the substantive issues that authorizers face.
Participants came from 15 states and from organizations as diverse as the New
Jersey Department of Education, Arizona State Board for Charter Schools,
Florida State University’s Charter School Accountability Center, and the 21st
Century Schools Project in Washington, D.C. (For a complete list of attendees
and contact information, see Appendix).

During the three days, the 32 experts debated everything from accountability 
to the degree of technical assistance the authorizer should offer. They wrangled
over the tough issue of ensuring high standards while avoiding standardization.
And, they brainstormed about the contents of an ideal toolbox that sponsors
could dip into at various stages of the authorization process.
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Stirring up the pot of charter school discourse is not a new role for NWREL. In
1996, the Laboratory hosted an invitational Northwest Symposium for Charter
School Policy. At that time, only 500 charter schools were operating around the
country, and only two Northwest states had charter school laws on the books. 

That conference, summarized in proceedings entitled Charter Schools at the
Crossroads: A Northwest Perspective, positioned NWREL as a leader in providing
sorely needed resource materials for a movement that was growing by leaps 
and bounds. NWREL produced a series of Charter Starters workbooks in 1999
that are still in demand, along with research monographs on key issues, a media
guide for charter school founders, and a video on handling community relations
issues. The Laboratory staff continues to conduct trainings nationwide for
prospective charter school operators and evaluates state programs as well as
individual schools. 

By organizing the March 2003 symposium and publishing its proceedings,
NWREL’s aims are twofold:

◆ To add to the body of knowledge about authorizing practices

◆ To help create effective tools for supporting and strengthening such practices

The overarching goal is to produce better-run public schools of choice 
and ultimately increase student achievement. 
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Complexities and Contradictions Facing Authorizers

Ask a group of charter school authorizers to explain their role, and you could
get as many different interpretations as the blind men describing an elephant in
the familiar Indian fable. As the six men grab a different part of the elephant—
its side, tail, tusks, trunk, knee, or ear—each conjures up a distinctly different
animal. Depending on which part charter authorizers emphasize, they’re also
likely to have a different view of reality. 

Some authorizers see their task as scrutinizing applications, while others believe
in offering ongoing technical assistance. Some are comfortable setting policy,
while others worry about quashing creativity or creating the type of bureaucracy
that charter schools were designed to counter in the first place. There’s even dis-
agreement over whether to call themselves authorizers or sponsors, neither or
both. Some states use one label exclusively. Critics of the term “authorizer”
argue it implies chartering is a one-time event. 

Symposium organizer Joyce Ley of the Northwest Regional Educational
Laboratory uses both titles. “I have used those terms interchangeably,” she told
the group in the opening session. “We view authorizers as sponsors and as such,
believe they have responsibility for providing ongoing oversight and support
for charter schools to be successful.” At the same time, Ley admits that “there’s
no one magic answer” for what the roles and responsibilities of authorizers
should be.

Identifying Key Issues

Many of the participant experts agreed, however, that ongoing oversight is one
of the most important tasks authorizers face. In a preconference survey, invitees
were asked to identify the issues they grapple with and rank them on a scale 
of 1 (low importance) to 6 (high importance). Oversight topped the list with an
average rating of 4.6. Other concerns, in order of importance, are the roles and
responsibilities of authorizers (4.3); charter contract/performance (3.8); agency
capacity and infrastructure (3.0); the application process (2.9); and renewal 
decisionmaking (2.6). 

The results echo the findings of researcher and charter school pioneer Joe
Nathan of the Center for School Change, Hubert H. Humphrey Institute of
Public Affairs at the University of Minnesota. Nathan—one of the featured
speakers at the symposium—described the key issues for the sponsor/
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authorizer. They include sharing information about the charter idea and provid-
ing information to prospective applicants; assessing charter proposals; selecting
some proposals and giving feedback to others; monitoring charters that it has
sponsored and determining whether to renew those agreements after a period 
of years.

Nathan also views the authorizer as advocate, strengthening public education 
in the area it serves. “If you look at the states that haven’t done outreach, that’s
where charter schools are stymied,” he said. “We need to focus on promoting
cross-fertilization and alliances that strengthen not only charter schools but 
education overall.”

Building Excellence

The National Association of Charter School Authorizers (NACSA) is one 
organization throwing a lifeline to authorizers through resources and training
on practical issues. Now in its third year, the organization was started by 
authorizers who felt like they were working alone and wanted to band together
to share their experiences. “Early on, the focus was on the school and the 
level of accountability of organizers, teachers, and parents,” said NACSA
representative William Haft. “Authorizers had to depend on trial and error.”
Even now, notes Haft, states don’t provide much guidance to authorizers,
although California and Idaho are beginning to buck the trend.

Haft described a number of initiatives that NACSA is carrying out as 
part of a two-year research program funded by the U.S. Department of
Education. A Web-based Library of Charter School Authorizer Resources 
(www.charterauthorizers.org/pubnacsa/library) is a clearinghouse for
resources, policies, protocols, and tools used across the country. Transparency
Design Issues for Charter School Authorizers (www.charterauthorizers.org) 
offers tools for making authorizing and oversight processes more visible 
to the public. Critical Design Issues and Illustrations for Charter School Authorizers
poses a series of questions that authorizers should consider during the planning
process, along with case studies illustrating different approaches. For more
information, contact info@charterauthorizers.org. 
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To Assist or Not?

“There’s no right way to do this (authorizing),” Haft told the group. “It’s 
a matter of applying guiding principles.” By way of example, Haft touched off 
a lively debate by asking his audience to respond to the statement: “Authorizers
should/should not consider technical assistance as part of their responsibility
and role.” 

The answers to the question were as varied as the states represented in the
room: 

◆ “You have to look at, do you have the resources? In the case of Wyoming, 
we don’t, so we need networks.”

◆ “In Arizona, there are so many charter schools that you need to leverage
resources, focus on what you can do, and do it well.”

◆ “In Florida, school districts are mainly the authorizers. (Some of us) are 
getting together to come up with technical assistance rules that we can take
on the road.”

◆ “In states where you have multiple sponsors, there are different forms of
technical assistance. We (in Minnesota) don’t want districts to provide TA
because the whole reason for charters is innovation.”

◆ “The laws in many places require it. But you have to be careful that you don’t
get into a liability issue where operators come back and say ‘you told us to
do this.’”

◆ “I’ll provide assistance, but I won’t write the application (for the operator). 
If they can’t write one themselves, how are they going to run the school?”

Along with the issue of whether or not to provide technical assistance, partici-
pants wrestled with the very definition of it. As John Rothwell of Cincinnati
Public Schools observed, “Technical assistance has so many meanings as to be
meaningless.”

Despite the different perspectives, the majority at the symposium believe that
authorizers should provide technical assistance along with a high degree of
“transparency” so everyone clearly sees and understands what the process
includes. The reason is the overwhelming desire to see charter schools succeed.
As one participant put it, “I can’t ask them to hit a target when I hide the 
bull’s-eye.”

Still, many advised discretion. For example, an authorizer should feel comfort-
able providing assistance in areas that are governed by law, like discipline, civil
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rights, or special education, but shy away from offering help with curriculum. 
“I respect (charter schools’) independent status,” explained Sonia Vazquez of
Florida’s Osceola County School District, “but I’m here to provide help on the
side.” Paul Haubrich of the University of Wisconsin-Parkside cautioned, “If you
get too close, too involved in a program, you can’t be as objective as the law
requires you to be. Once you’ve gone too far with technical assistance, it’s your
program—not theirs—and your role as an authorizer has been compromised.” 

Joe Nathan asked the group to examine a third option, besides whether or not
to provide assistance. “Consider if there’s any other authority in the state, what
the laws say, and what the philosophical orientation is,” he advised. To support
his stance, he gave the example of the U.S. Supreme Court, which has an interest
in the law, but doesn’t offer technical assistance to lawyers appearing before the
bench. By publishing its decisions, the Court provides guidance for future cases.
Similarly, a city council awards millions of dollars in contracts but doesn’t assist
its contractors. However, it does make sure someone is monitoring how those
dollars are spent.

The Birth of Charter Schools 

The phenomenal growth of the charter school movement is a testament to its
great success. But, as Joe Nathan points out, “There’s no idea so good it can’t get
messed up.” In the interest of putting the symposium’s deliberations in context,
Nathan retraced the birth of charter schools from the vantage point of one of the
midwives.

The nation’s first charter school legislation emerged from some scribbles on 
a napkin at a conference sponsored by the Minneapolis Foundation back in 1988.
As Nathan remembers in his book, Charter Schools: Creating Hope and Opportunity
for American Education, two speakers at the conference planted a seed that
sprouted in unexpected ways. Sy Fliegel, a charismatic educator from East
Harlem, and Albert Shanker, the fiery late president of the American Federation
of Teachers, called for allowing more school choices and developing policies 
that let teachers create them.

Their directive was seized upon by Nathan, a former teacher, and four 
colleagues: a Minnesota state senator; a PTA president; and two community
advocates. Together, they drafted the groundbreaking law that was finally
adopted in 1991, becoming the nation’s first charter school legislation. 
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Since then, public schools of choice have grown like Jack’s beanstalk with almost
2,700 schools serving 684,495 students in more than three dozen states during
the 2002–2003 school year. One reason for the explosion is that charter schools
have been embraced by both ends of the political spectrum. “On the left, it’s
appealing because you’re expanding opportunity,” said Nathan, “and on the
right, it’s a good investment.”

The movement—named for the royal charters granted to European explorers—
continues to break new ground. Although charters vary widely from Minnesota
to Mississippi and Alaska to Florida, they are basically contracts that spell 
out expectations and responsibilities of both the authorizer/sponsor and the
operator. Most embody one or more key principles that Nathan articulated:

◆ An exchange—greater flexibility in how a school operates, in exchange for
greater responsibility to improve student achievement. Schools would be freed
from most state regulations and from local labor/management agreements.

◆ Multiple sponsors—more than one organization would be allowed to create 
or “sponsor” public schools.

◆ An explicit contract setting out expected results—the contract or charter
would have a term of 3–5 years.

◆ Schools would be public—nonsectarian, open to all, and with no admissions
tests. These qualities distinguish charters from vouchers.

◆ Schools could be conversions or newly created schools.

◆ Teachers would have a chance to participate. They would be allowed to take
leaves from existing districts and would be treated as public school teachers
for purposes of statewide pension plans.

In Nathan’s state of Minnesota, more than 40 different organizations now serve
as charter school sponsors. In a recent study, conducted by Nathan and Laura
Accomando, sponsors report a number of advantages from their work with
schools. The most frequently cited benefits are improving academic achievement
for students and increasing educational options for families. At the same time,
sponsors are concerned about the amount of time required to do a good job, 
and the possibility of bad publicity. 

What’s been learned from the varied experiences of Minnesota’s charter school
sponsors? Nathan and colleague Nicola Johnson offer some answers in What
Should We Do? A Practical Guide to Assessment and Accountability in Schools.
The guide examines both charter and district schools, listing vital features 
and valuable features in successful assessments. The study is available online
(www.centerforschoolchange.org) and in hard copy, by request. 
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Special Education and Civil Rights Issues 

Special education is only one piece of the charter school puzzle, but it has big
implications. According to national expert Eileen Ahearn, “It is the federal 
mandate that each charter school must pay attention to, but despite that, special
education is often given short shrift in schools’ applications.” She notes, “The
charter school can pay no attention to special education, but it’s a problem when
it’s a problem. The first time it comes up, it can overwhelm the school.”

Ahearn, Project Director at the National Association of State Directors of Special
Education, told symposium participants that it’s critical for charter schools 
to know their legal identity because that determines their level of responsibility
for special education. Each charter school is either an LEA—Local Education
Agency—or part of an existing one that has total responsibility for the children
in a geographic area.

In some states, such as Arizona and North Carolina, each charter school is 
an independent LEA while other states, like Connecticut, view special education 
as a partnership between the school and the child’s LEA of residence. In
California and Washington, D.C., the charter can elect whether it is an LEA 
for purposes of special education. Being responsible means that the charter
school is entitled to funding, but it also must meet the child’s total needs.

In a study of how special education is handled by charter schools in a number of
states, Ahearn found a continuum of arrangements or linkages between schools
and districts, with wide variety even within a state. Project SEARCH (“Special
Education as Requirements in Charter Schools”) also uncovered policy tension
between charters and special education around issues of autonomy versus 
regulation and parental choice versus team-based decisionmaking. Successful
strategies for handling special education include oversight by the state’s special
education administration, negotiation training, and exchange visits.

Monitoring is a huge part of the special education equation, Ahearn noted. 
She pointed out that, in accordance with federal requirements, all states have 
a procedure in place to ensure special education is implemented in all LEAs. 

Ahearn’s organization is now working on technical assistance materials that 
will provide information and allow charter schools to take advantage of existing
tools. Three primers—for operators, authorizers, and state officials—will help
make special education more manageable at all stages of the life of a charter
school from application to renewal. The materials will be available in print and
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will be developed into a Web-based training program; for more information,
contact eahearn@nasdse.org.

Ahearn also affirmed charter schools’ responsibility to comply with federal 
civil rights laws. Charter schools, like all public schools, must not discriminate
on the basis of race, color, national origin, sex, or disability in any of their 
programs or activities. However, a charter school may take race into account 
in making admissions decisions in limited circumstances. According to the 
U.S. Department of Education Office for Civil Rights, race may be used “only 
in a narrowly-tailored way to meet a compelling interest, such as to remedy 
discrimination, to promote the educational benefits of diversity, or to reduce
minority-group isolation.” 

Assessing National Practices

The first indepth, cross-national look at authorizing policies and practices 
was being readied for publication at the time of the NWREL symposium.
Researcher Louann Bierlein Palmer of Western Michigan University shared
some of the preliminary findings, as well as the methodology involved in the
study of 555 charter school operators, 114 charter school authorizers, and 191
charter school observers in two dozen states.

According to Bierlein Palmer, the study found that states that use local boards
in a “wholesale fashion” don’t fare as well as those with other authorizing 
entities. “The reasons are twofold: one is the continued conflict over the question
of ‘should we charter our own competition’ and the second is a lack of infra-
structure,” asserted Bierlein Palmer. She said one of the “surprises” of the
research was that “a couple of states, like Arizona, where we think horrendous
things are going on, (we find) they’re not.” Also, she discovered that a number
of states don’t even know how many authorizers they have because their state
education agencies take a hands-off policy with regard to charter schools. 

Bierlein Palmer believes the study’s criteria—which fall into the categories 
of state charter school policy environment and charter school authorizer 
practices—will generate discussion. Also, they provide a starting point for states
that want to continue research on their own. But, she added, “Unfortunately 
we don’t have adequate data to answer the question ‘does quality authorizing
result in quality schools?’” The study, funded by the Walton Family Foundation
and published by the Thomas B. Fordham Institute, can be accessed at
http://www.edexcellence.net/tbfinstitute/authorizers.html.
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Dealing With Real-Life Circumstances

Lack of clarity, inadequate funding, and hostility between authorizers and
schools are all problems that the charter world routinely deals with on the 
journey toward student achievement. Symposium participants offered examples
of “real circumstances” that have thrown roadblocks in their way, along with
the things that could have helped them steer clear of hazards: 

◆ Uneven quality of applications—Complaints in this category ranged from
ambiguous and permissive laws to a lack of set standards for applications.
Authorizers thought it would be helpful to “take politics out of the decision”
by having independent authorizing boards.

◆ Institutional opposition—This circumstance is made more difficult by devel-
opers’ deficiencies and by consultants who take advantage of the authorizing
process. Political support and state academic standards would be useful in
this area, along with providing tools to teach parents about market forces,
networking, and clarifying issues of autonomy versus oversight.

◆ Poor evaluations—Participants stressed the need to identify deliverables:
what kinds of outcomes do we want in charters? However, one authorizer
pointed out, “If the list of criteria is too long, you may discourage the ‘mom
and pops.’” Most agreed that clear models of accountability, more thorough
legislation, and money to implement the law would contribute to better 
evaluations. Seeking legal counsel and using business leaders and other
experts in the field as reviewers were also seen as desirable.

◆ Oversight—Problems are created when local districts are given oversight 
of charter schools that have been turned down at the local level and then
approved by the state through the appeal process. “We need clearer direction
from the legislature as well as mediation tools,” remarked one school official.

◆ Application process—Many authorizers have experienced or observed problems
in judging the quality and “authenticity” of applications and their budgets.
To combat that, it would be helpful to have a checklist of questions about
curriculum, governance, and realistic funding levels. Sponsors would like to
see more “solid organizations” and 501(c)(3) nonprofits apply for charters.

◆ Reinventing the wheel—Although a number of resources already exist,
authorizers don’t always know where to find them. Consequently, many fear
that they’re continually “reinventing the wheel.” To avoid that, symposium
participants asked for a coordinated list of Web sites dealing with issues 
such as authorizer practices, personnel policies, the implications of NCLB
(No Child Left Behind Act), and different federal and state regulations. 
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One other circumstance that provoked considerable discussion was the lack 
of funding for sponsors. “There’s a cost to authorizing, and someone has to pay
for it,” observed Louann Bierlein Palmer. She noted that some states now charge
authorizer fees of 1–10 percent. Joe Nathan suggested that authorizers seek 
clarification of whether part of the 5 percent set-aside in federal grants to state
agencies could be used for authorizer expenses.

Nathan also made a strong case for seeking perspectives of those inside and 
outside education when dealing with charter issues. “We’ve learned over the
last decade that it’s valuable to have different points of view,” said Nathan.
“Consider having people who are in small business administration review 
your materials.” 

Others suggested additional resources, from both inside and outside the 
educational community. The list includes the Charter Friends National Network
(now called the National Charter School Alliance); intellectual capital at the 
district level, such as superintendents and senior staff; mediation tools; school
board associations; the business community; other local districts that serve as
mentors; application review teams made up of educators, businesspeople, and
community leaders; NWREL’s Charter Starters; state academic standards and
assessments; and the Web site, www.uscharterschools.org.

Constructing a Toolbox

Just as building a sturdy house requires a well-equipped toolbox, so does 
developing a charter school that will withstand the pressures and scrutiny of
parents, educators, politicians, and other community stakeholders. Symposium
facilitator Elke Geiger asked attendees to “draw on your successes and mis-
takes” to construct a toolbox that would help new and experienced authorizers
become confident craftspeople.

Brainstorming in small groups, conference participants compiled the following
“wish list” of top tools:

◆ A dictionary of terms so everyone going to the toolbox has a common 
understanding 

◆ A federal laws toolkit with requirements pertaining to civil rights, special
education, health and safety, and the No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB) 

◆ Self-assessment and needs assessment tools enabling sponsors to clarify their
roles and determine what information they need to fulfill their responsibilities
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◆ An authorizer road map or template of the entire authorizing process with
resources plugged in along the way 

◆ A database of technical assistance providers

◆ A checklist covering ongoing oversight with special education mandates 
and NCLB embedded 

◆ A document that makes the application process more transparent 
or understandable 

◆ State-by-state descriptions of sponsor roles

◆ A list of questions to ask and things to consider during the application
process and when making decisions on renewal and revocation

Other desirable tools include geographic/demographic surveys that help 
authorizers pinpoint “gaps” and encourage charter schools where they’re 
needed; a one-stop shop that gives the public everything they need to know
about sponsors, schools, and authorizers; a way to determine the applicant’s 
corporate status and if that changes once the charter is granted; and a Web-
based authorizer resource center, organized by a key-word index. 

One participant suggested a tool that explains how to work with legal counsel,
saying, “They should work for you rather than telling you how to run things.”
Another popular suggestion was a thorough public information packet that
explains the role of the authorizer and charter schools to the press and the com-
munity. The aim would be to inform the public “so they see charter schools as
something that positively contributes to public education.” 

In recapping the session, NWREL’s Joyce Ley pointed out recurring themes such
as fear of reinventing the wheel and concern over “institutional resistance or
animosity” between charters and school districts. The problem of poorly written
applications also kept popping up. Participants wondered if a lack of clarity in
guidelines was to blame or simply a lack of quality in applicants. In the end,
said Ley, “The quantity and quality of charter schools is of utmost concern
because of their role in leading innovation and reform of traditional education.” 
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Looking Ahead 

As British Prime Minister Benjamin Disraeli pointed out, “In a progressive 
country, change is constant; change is inevitable.” While one can only guess
how the charter movement will change over time, there are always hopes and
dreams. What is the one thing symposium participants would like to see happen
in the next five years? Not surprisingly, most say they’d like to see charters 
fulfill the promise of accountability.

Lyle Skillen of the Arizona Department of Education hopes for “greater account-
ability, both fiscally and academically.” Others agree that there should be true
performance-based accountability for all schools, with charters driving that goal
for traditional schools. 

Less hostility between local districts and the charter world is another dream.
Participants suggested that this could be accomplished through more cohesion
within the charter world itself, uniting to get across the message of who they 
are and what they represent.

While everyone wants to make sure charter schools have the necessary 
resources to flourish, one official believes “we (authorizers) need the right to
fail.” She added, “We don’t have to make sure all schools are successful because
the failures could provide us with valuable lessons that will result in stronger
charters.”

Some hopes for the future were narrow, such as an exemption from the 
No Child Left Behind Act. But others took a more global approach, dreaming 
of charter school legislation that returns to the core components of the original
concept and governing boards that are more knowledgeable. Perhaps the most
all-encompassing wish was also the simplest: “Do what’s best for kids and all
get along.”

Next Steps 

The National Charter School Authorizers and Sponsors Symposium was merely
a beginning. Now, the journey starts. NWREL staff will compile an executive
summary of the major points of the conference and seek feedback from a larger
group of authorizers. “We want to ask ‘did we hit the mark?’” says Joyce Ley.
“After that, we’ll examine policy briefs to see what the research says about the
issues we’ve identified.”
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The next order of business is to design a development plan for an authorizer’s
toolbox. Creating the tools is envisioned as a collaborative project. According 
to Ley, NWREL will seek input from a broad range of partners, from educators,
universities, and state agencies to organizations serving minority interests, 
construction firms, bond rating companies, elected officials, other educational
laboratories, and faith-based organizations.

Some tools may already exist while others must be built from scratch. In all
cases, the tools will be offered as samples or ideas rather than cookie cutter
models. After all, as conference participants pointed out, charter schools are 
all about innovation rather than standardization. 

“We hope the symposium and its proceedings will have some dynamic impact,”
Ley concludes. “By capturing and building on the brain power we’ve gathered
in this room, we can create a blueprint for moving forward.” 
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APPENDIX

AGENDA
PORTLAND, OREGON MARCH 24-26, 2003 

Monday, March 24

11:00-12:00 Sign In/Registration

12:00-12:30 Working Lunch

12:30-1:00 Welcome to NWREL—Jerry Kirkpatrick 
Symposium Overview

1:00-1:30 Introduction of Symposium Participants 

1:30-2:00 National Association of Charter School Authorizers 
William Haft 

2:00-3:00 Discussion of Key Issues—Small Groups

3:00-3:15 Break

3:15-4:15 Report Out

4:15-4:30 Adjourn Day One

Tuesday, March 25

8:30-8:45 Recap Conversation

8:45-9:00 Welcome & Day Two Overview

9:00-10:30 Issues Panel—Joe Nathan, Center for School Change, 
Univ. of Minnesota
Eileen Ahearn, National Association of 
State Directors of Special Education
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Tuesday, March 25 (continued)

10:30-10:50 Summary of Authorizer Study—Louann Bierlein Palmer, 
Western Michigan University

10:50-11:00 Break

11:00-12:15 Building the Toolbox

12:15-1:15 Working Lunch

1:15-2:45 Building the Toolbox continued

2:45-3:00 Break

3:00-4:30 Processing the Toolbox

4:30 Adjourn Day Two

Wednesday, March 26

8:30-8:45 Recap Conversation

8:45-9:15 Welcome & Day Three Overview
Taking Care of Business: Claim Submissions
Summary of Yesterday’s Activities
Overview of the Day
Overview of Charter Starters

9:15-10:30 Which Tools Should We Develop First? 

10:30-10:45 Break

10:45-11:45 Where Do We Go From Here?

11:45-12:00 Recap

12:00-1:00 Working Lunch & Adjourn Symposium



SYMPOSIUM PRESENTERS

Eileen M. Ahearn

Eileen Ahearn is Project Director with the National Association of State
Directors of Special Education. Prior to joining the association, Dr. Ahearn 
had more than 20 years of experience in Massachusetts as a teacher and 
administrator in special education and general education, culminating in the
position of superintendent of schools in a K–12 district. She also designed,
implemented, and served for eight years as the Executive Director of a service
collaborative that provides special education programs, staff development, 
and business services to 13 public school districts in central Massachusetts.

Since 1991, Dr. Ahearn has conducted research and policy analyses of special
education issues for federal, state, and local administrators and policymakers.
She directed Project SEARCH, a three-year study of special education in charter
schools under a grant from the U.S. Department of Education Office of Special
Education Programs (OSEP). Under a national initiatives grant from the 
U.S. Department of Education Charter Schools Office, she is now directing 
the SPEDTACS Project to provide technical assistance on special education 
for charter school developers, authorizers, directors, and others involved 
in the design and operation of charter schools.

Louann Bierlein Palmer

Louann Bierlein Palmer is a faculty member in the Department of Teaching,
Learning, and Leadership at Western Michigan University. Formerly, Dr.
Bierlein Palmer served as the Education Policy Advisor to Louisiana Governor
Mike Foster; Assistant Director of the Morrison Institute for Public Policy at
Arizona State University; a legislative research analyst with the Arizona Senate;
and a national educational reform consultant. She began her career as a middle
school science teacher.

Dr. Bierlein Palmer has spent the past decade working with national and 
state policy leaders and educators on a number of education reform initiatives,
including programs for at-risk children, school restructuring efforts, classroom
technology, school accountability systems, and creating more options for 
teachers and students through charter schools.
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William Haft

William Haft is currently Associate Director of the National Association of
Charter School Authorizers (NACSA) and has also served as NACSA’s Interim
Director. He is responsible for the development of programs to improve
authorizing practices, including oversight and evaluation of charter schools by
charter authorizers. Previously, Haft was a teacher, administrator, and soccer
coach for eight years at an independent school in Colorado. Between teaching
and joining NACSA, Haft graduated from Harvard Law School, clerked for the
Chief Justice of the Colorado Supreme Court, and was an attorney in the
Education and Government Affairs practice groups at Hogan & Hartson, LLP, 
in Washington, D.C. He has published several law review articles on education
issues, including charter school reform.

Joe Nathan

Joe Nathan, senior fellow, directs the Center for School Change, Hubert H.
Humphrey Institute of Public Affairs at the University of Minnesota. The Center
seeks to help transform public education and to produce significant improve-
ments in student achievement. Dr. Nathan has been a public school teacher and
administrator and coordinated the National Governors Association education
reform project, Time for Results. His most recent work involves strengthening
rural communities to help increase student achievement and reduce violence.
His specialty areas include parent and community involvement, school choice,
charter schools, and youth community service. 

Dr. Nathan has testified before 20 state legislatures and the U.S. Congress. He
regularly publishes commentaries in major U.S. newspapers and has appeared
on several hundred radio and television programs. The American School Board
Journal named his most recent book, Charter Schools: Creating Hope and
Opportunity for American Education, one of the seven best books written about
education in 1997. 
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Eileen Ahearn
National Association of
State Directors of Special Education
1800 Diagonal Road, Suite 320
Alexandria, VA 22314
703-519-3800
703-519-3808 (Fax)
eahearn@nasdse.org

Margaret Bates
Oregon Department of Education
255 Capitol Street NE
Salem, OR 97310
503-378-3600
503-378-2892 (Fax)
Margaret.bates@state.or.us

Louann Bierlein Palmer
Western Michigan University
5240 Whippoorwill Drive
Kalamazoo, MI 49009
269-387-3596
l.bierleinpalmer@wmich.edu

Patricia Bradley
Utah State Office of Education
PO Box 14420
Salt Lake City, UT 84114-4200
801-538-7817
801-538-7769 (Fax)
pbradley@usoe.k12.ut.us

Karen Butterfield
1461 Shullenbarger Drive
Flagstaff, AZ 86001
928-774-7814
928-213-9609 (Fax)
kbutter@uneedspeed.net

Dorothy Coluccio
New Jersey Department of Education
Office of Charter Schools
PO Box 500
Trenton, NJ 08625-0500
609-292-5850
609-633-9825 (Fax)
Dorothy.coluccio@doe.state.nj.us

Randy Dehoff
Colorado State Board of Education
6545 W. Hoover Place
Littleton, CO 80123
303-797-2925
randydehoff@earthlink.net

Rendy Delvin
Oregon Department of Education
255 Capitol Street NE
Salem, OR 97310
503-378-3600
503-378-5156 (Fax)
rendy.delvin@state.or.us

17

APPENDIX



18

NORTHWEST REGIONAL EDUCATIONAL LABORATORY

Dianne Frazer
Wyoming Department of Education
Hathaway Building, 2nd Floor
2300 Capitol Avenue
Cheyenne, WY 82002
307-777-3544
dfraze@educ.state.wy.us

Joni Gilles
Oregon Department of Education
255 Capitol Street NE
Salem, OR 97310
503-378-3600
503-378-2892 (Fax)
joni.gilles@state.or.us

William Haft
National Association of Charter School
Authorizers
1125 Duke Street
Alexandria, VA 22314-3513
703-683-9701
703-683-9703 (Fax)
whaft@charterauthorizers.org

Paul Haubrich
University of Wisconsin-Parkside
900 Wood Road
Kenosha, WI 53141-2000
paulh@uwm.edu

Kaaren Heikes
Northwest Regional ESD
800 Port Avenue
St. Helens, OR 97051
503-397-0028
kheikes@nwresd.k12.or.us

Kristen Jordison
Arizona State Board for Charter Schools
Executive Tower
1700 W. Washington St.
Phoenix, AZ 85007
602-364-3080
602-364-3089 (Fax)
jordison_kristen@pop.state.az.us

Mark Linabury
Connecticut State Department of Education
Division of School Improvement
Charter School Program Manager
PO Box 2219
Hartford, CT 06145-2219
860-713-6588
860-713-7025 (Fax)
mark.linabury@po.state.ct.us

Joe Nathan
Hubert H. Humphrey Institute 
of Public Affairs
Center for School Change
235 Humphrey Center
301 19th Avenue S.
Minneapolis, MN 55455
612-625-3506
jnathan@hhh.umn.edu

Lucretia Peebles
University of Denver
College of Education
2135 Wesley Avenue
Wesley Hall, Room 311
Denver, CO 80208
303-871-2664
303-871-3422 (Fax)
lpeebles@du.edu
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Eleanor Perry
Arizona State University West
PO Box 37100
Phoenix, AZ 85069-7100
602-543-6318
602-543-6350 (Fax)
eleanor.perry@asu.edu

John Rhodes
Georgia Department of Education
1754 Twin Towers East
205 Jesse Hill Drive SE
Atlanta, GA 30334
404-651-8734
404-651-8984 (Fax)
jrhodes@doe.k12.ga.us

Jennifer Rippner
Florida State University
Charter School Accountability Center
215 Stone Building
Tallahassee, FL 32306-4500
850-644-3419
850-644-0332 (Fax)
rippner@coe.fsu.edu

Philip Rodgers
Utah State University
Center for the School of the Future
6505 Old Main Hill
Logan, UT 84322-6505
435-797-8020
435-797-0944 (Fax)
prodgers@coe.usu.edu

Carlo Rodriguez
Miami-Dade County Public Schools
1500 Biscayne Blvd., Suite 237
Miami, FL 33132
305-995-7293
305-995-2889 (Fax)
crodriguez@dadeschools.net

John Rothwell
Cincinnati Public Schools
Education Center
PO Box 5381
Cincinnati, OH 45201-5381
513-475-4890
513-475-4840 (Fax)
rothwej@cps-k12.org

Renee Rybak
21st Century Schools Project
600 Pennsylvania Avenue
Washington, DC 20003
202-547-0001
202-544-5014 (Fax)
rrybak@dlcppi.org

Catherine Samulski
South Carolina Department of Education
1429 Senate Street, Room 605
Columbia, SC 29201
803-734-8277
803-734-8661 (Fax)
csamulsk@sde.state.sc.us

Joe Schneider
American Association of School Administrators
1801 N. Moore Street
Arlington, VA 22209
703-528-0700
703-528-2146 (Fax)
jschneider@aasa.org
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Onnie Shekerjian
Arizona State Board for Charter Schools
1301 E. Myrna Lane
Tempe, AZ 85284
480-831-2733
onnies@earthlink.net

Lyle Skillen
Arizona Department of Education
1535 W. Jefferson Street
Phoenix, AZ 85007
602-542-6511
602-542-3590 (Fax)
lskille@mail1.ade.state.az.us

Paul Soumokil
Wyoming Department of Education
2300 Capitol Avenue
Cheyenne, WY 82002-0050
307-777-7168
psoumo@educ.state.wy.us

Doug Thomas
EdVisions
501 Main Street
Henderson, MN 56044
507-248-3738
507-248-3789 (Fax)
doug@edvisions.coop

Sonia Vazquez
School District of Osceola County
817 Bill Beck Blvd.
Kissimmee, FL 34744-4495
407-518-2921
407-343-8641 (Fax)
vazquezs@osceola.k12.fl.us

Northwest Regional 
Educational Laboratory
Joyce Ley, Conference Organizer
101 SW Main Street, Suite 500
Portland, OR 97204
503-275-9500
leyj@nwrel.org

Other staff participants:
Rhonda Barton
Karen Blaha
Clayton Connor
Elke Geiger
Eugenia Cooper Potter



ELECTRONIC RESOURCES REFERENCED
IN SYMPOSIUM PROCEEDINGS

www.centerforschoolchange.org
The Center for School Change is a program of the Humphrey Institute of Public Affairs at the
University of Minnesota. The Center works with educators, parents, businesspeople, students, 
policymakers, and other concerned people throughout the United States to increase student achieve-
ment, raise graduation rates, and improve student attitudes toward learning, their schools, and their
communities. It also focuses on strengthening communities through building stronger working 
relationships among educators, parents, students, and other community members.

www.charterauthorizers.org
The National Association of Charter School Authorizers (NACSA) is a nonprofit membership associa-
tion of educational agencies across the country that authorize and oversee charter public schools.

www.edexcellence.net/tbfinstitute/authorizers.html
This link leads to Charter School Authorizing: Are States Making the Grade?, a recent publication by
Louann Bierlein Palmer (Western Michigan University) and Rebecca Gau (Morrison Institute for
Public Policy, Arizona State University). The report, published by the Thomas B. Fordham Institute, 
is the first major effort to examine U.S. charter school authorizing practices and policy environments,
with a special focus on 24 states. It includes a list of authorizers by state.

www.uscharterschools.org
This comprehensive Web site, funded by the U.S. Department of Education and developed by WestEd,
contains state directories and resources.

21

APPENDIX


